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ETAILED ACTION 

This action is responsive to communications: Amendment, filed on 5/22/08. 

Claims 1, 3-16, 18-25, 27-33, and 37-40 are pending in this application. Claims 1, 16, 
30, 31, 32, and 33 are independent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 3-5, 7-16, 18-20, 22-25, 27-33 and 37-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Coad et al. ("Coati" US Patent No. 6,851,105) in view of Little 
("Little" US Patent 7,047,518) 

Regarding independent claim 1 , Coad teaches a method for generating embedded code 
from a graphical model (i.e. compare graphical model and generated embedded code in FIGS. 9- 
12 et seq. of Coad), comprising the steps of: prompting a user to specify the embedded code 
from a plurality of embedded code (i.e. "Display pattern options corresponding to selected 
element type" in FIG. 2 et seq. of Coad) and each embedded code relating to a characteristic of 
code to be generated from the graphical interface, (see Coad; col. 1 0 "table 1 " teach pattern is 
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related a characteristic of the code) Coad does not teach generating code for a code generation 
goal, the at least one code generation goal being used to generate embedded code from the 
graphical model in a graphical modeling environment; Changing parameters of the graphical 
model that are inconsistent with the at least one code generation goal; 

Little teaches generating code for a code generation goal, (see Little; col. 10, lines 25-55; 
The application model is a code generation goal) the at least one code generation goal being used 
to generate embedded code from the graphical model in a graphical modeling environment; (see 
Little; col. 10, lines 25-55) Changing parameters of the graphical model that are inconsistent 
with the at least one code generation goal;(see Little; col. 13, lines 40-55; The Class Diagrams 
and Perform analysis are done based on Main Use Case diagram which is also a code generation 
goal) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Little's 
teaching with method of Coad in order provide the user with a software code generator 
framework based on the user's design diagram goal. 

Regarding dependent claim 3, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of 
claim 1 , further comprising the step of providing feedback to the user regarding the compliance 
of the graphical model with a selected condition (i.e. "Are variations suitable" in FIG. 2 et seq. of 
Coad). 
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Regarding dependent claim 4, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of 
claim 3, wherein the user selects the selected condition through a user interface (i.e. see user 
selection of conditions in FIGS. 4-8 et seq. of Coad). 

Regarding dependent claim 5, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of 
claim 4, wherein the user interface displays a list of conditions to be checked, and prompts the 
user to select one or more of the conditions (i.e. see user selection of conditions in FIGS. 4-8 et 
seq. of Coad). 

Regarding dependent claim 7, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of 
claim 3, further comprising the step of modifying an object of the graphical model that does not 
comply with the selected condition (i.e. compare steps 212-214 in FIG. 2 et seq. of Coad, 
defining special patterns for modifying objects). 

Regarding dependent claim 8, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of 
claim 7, .wherein the step of modifying comprises identifying the object and prompting the user 
to manually modify a parameter of the object (see Little; col. 13, lines 40-55;). 

Regarding dependent claim 9, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of 
claim 7, wherein the step of modifying comprises automatically modifying a parameter of the 
graphical model to comply with the selected condition (i.e. "Automatically ... to elements in 
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pattern to pattern" in FIG. 15b et seq. of Coad). 
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Regarding dependent claim 10, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of 
claim 1, wherein the graphical model is a block diagram (see also FIG. 9-12 et seq. of Coad). 

Regarding dependent claim 11, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of 
claim 1, wherein each code generation goal corresponds to a general code generation goal (i.e. 
"pattern options corresponding to selected element type" in FIG. 2 et seq. of Coad). 

Regarding dependent claim 12, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of 
claim 11, further comprising the step of prompting the user to specify at least one detailed code 
generation goal for each specified general code generation goal (i.e. does special property need 
to be defined" in FIG. 2 et seq. of Coad). 

Regarding dependent claim 13, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of 
claim 12, further comprising the step of configuring the graphical model to comply with each 
detailed code generation goal (i.e. "pattern's configurable properties and parameters" in FIG. 2 et 
seq. of Coad). 

Regarding independent claim 14, Coad teaches a method of preparing a graphical model 
for embedded code generation (i.e. compare graphical model and generated embedded code in 
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FIGS. 9-12 et seq. of Coad), comprising the steps of: displaying a user interface for prompting a 
user and automatically changing parameters of the graphical model that are inconsistent (i.e. 
"Display pattern options corresponding to selected element type" in FIG. 2 et seq. of Coad) and 
each embedded code relating to a characteristic of code to be generated from the graphical 
interface, (see Coad; col. 10 "table 1" teach pattern is related a characteristic of the code). Coad 
does not teach generating code for a code generation goal, the at least one code generation goal 
being used to generate embedded code from the graphical model in a graphical modeling 
environment; Changing parameters of the graphical model that are inconsistent with the at least 
one code generation goal; 

Little teaches generating code for a code generation goal, (see Little; col. 10, lines 25-55; 
The application model is a code generation goal) the at least one code generation goal being used 
to generate embedded code from the graphical model in a graphical modeling environment; (see 
Little; col. 10, lines 25-55) Changing parameters of the graphical model that are inconsistent 
with the at least one code generation goal;(see Little; col. 13, lines 40-55; The Class Diagrams 
and Perform analysis are done based on Main Use Case diagram which is also a code generation 
goal) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Little's 
teaching with method of Coad in order provide the user with a software code generator 
framework based on the user's design diagram goal. 
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Regarding dependent claim 15, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of, 
claim 14, further comprising the step of identifying a condition that does not comply with the 
code generation goals specified by the user (i.e. "Check variations for ... errors" in FIG. 15b et 
seq. of Coad). 

Regarding independent claim 16, Coad teaches a method of preparing a graphical model 
for embedded code generation (i.e. compare graphical model and generated embedded code in 
FIGS. 9-12 et seq. of Coad), the method comprising the steps of: displaying a graphical user 
interface though which a user can specify the embedded code to be generated from the graphical 
model (i.e. "Display pattern options corresponding to selected element type" in FIG. 2 et seq. of 
Coad); providing feedback to the user regarding compliance of the graphical model (i.e. "Are 
variations suitable" in FIG. 2 et seq. of Coad) and each embedded code relating to a 
characteristic of code to be generated from the graphical interface, (see Coad; col. 10 "table 1" 
teach pattern is related a characteristic of the code). Coad does not teach generating code for a 
code generation goal, the at least one code generation goal being used to generate embedded 
code from the graphical model in a graphical modeling environment; Changing parameters of the 
graphical model that are inconsistent with the at least one code generation goal; 

Little teaches generating code for a code generation goal, (see Little; col. 10, lines 25-55; 
The application model is a code generation goal) the at least one code generation goal being used 
to generate embedded code from the graphical model in a graphical modeling environment; (see 
Little; col. 10, lines 25-55) Changing parameters of the graphical model that are inconsistent 
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with the at least one code generation goal; (see Little; col. 13, lines 40-55; The Class Diagrams 
and Perform analysis are done based on Main Use Case diagram which is also a code generation 
goal) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Little's 
teaching with method of Coad in order provide the user with a software code generator 
framework based on the user's design diagram goal. 

Regarding dependent claim 18, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of 
claim 16, acquiring at least one condition; and displaying information regarding compliance of 
the graphical model with the acquired at least one condition, (i.e. "Are variations suitable" in 
FIG. 2etseq. of Coad). 

Regarding dependent claim 19, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of 
claim 18, wherein the user selects the selected condition through the user interface (i.e. see user 
selection of conditions in FIGS. 4-8 et seq. of Coad). 

Regarding dependent claim 20, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of 
claim 19, wherein the user interface displays a list of conditions to be checked, and prompts the 
user to select one or more of the conditions (i.e. see user selection of conditions in FIGS. 4-8 et 
seq. of Coad). 

Regarding dependent claim 22, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of 
claim 18, further comprising the step of modifying an object of the graphical model that does not 
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comply with the selected condition (i.e. compare stePS 212-214 in FIG. 2 et seq. of Coad, 
defining special patterns for modifying objects). 

Regarding dependent claim 23, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of 
claim 22, wherein the step of modifying comprises identifying the object and prompting the user 
to manually modify a parameter of the object (see Little; col. 13, lines 40-55) 

Regarding dependent claim 24, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of 
claim 22, wherein the step of modifying comprises automatically modifying a parameter of the 
graphical model to comply with the selected condition (i.e. "Automatically ... to elements in 
pattern to pattern" in FIG. 15b et seq. of Coad). 

Regarding dependent claim 25, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of 
claim 16, wherein the graphical model is a block diagram (see FIG. 9-12 et seq. of Coad). 

Regarding dependent claim 27, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of 
claim 16, wherein each code generation goal corresponds to a general code generation goal (i.e. 
"pattern options corresponding to selected element type" in FIG. 2 et seq. of Coad). 

Regarding dependent claim 28, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of 
claim 27, further comprising the step of prompting the user to specify at least one detailed code 
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generation goal for each specified general code generation goal (i.e. does special property need 
to be defined" in FIG. 2 et seq. of Coad). 

Regarding dependent claim 29, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of 
claim 28, further comprising the step of configuring the graphical model to comply with each 
detailed code generation goal (i.e. "pattern's configurable properties and parameters" in FIG. 2 et 
seq. of Coad). 

Regarding independent claim 30, Coad teaches, in a graphical modeling environment, a 
medium holding computer-executable instructions for a method, comprising the steps of: 
displaying a graphical user interface though which a user can specify one or more code to be 
generated from the graphical model (i.e. compare graphical model and generated embedded code 
in FIGS. 9-12 et seq. of Coad); and in response, providing feedback to the user regarding 
compliance of the graphical model (i.e. "Are variations suitable" in FIG. 2 et seq. of Coad) and 
each embedded code is relating to a characteristic of code to be generated from the graphical 
interface, (see Coad; col. 10 "table 1" teach pattern is related a characteristic of the code). Coad 
does not teach generating code for a code generation goal, the at least one code generation goal 
being used to generate embedded code from the graphical model in a graphical modeling 
environment; Changing parameters of the graphical model that are inconsistent with the at least 
one code generation goal; 
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Little teaches generating code for a code generation goal, (see Little; col. 10, lines 25-55; 
The application model is a code generation goal) the at least one code generation goal being used 
to generate embedded code from the graphical model in a graphical modeling environment; (see 
Little; col. 10, lines 25-55) Changing parameters of the graphical model that are inconsistent 
with the at least one code generation goal;(see Little; col. 13, lines 40-55; The Class Diagrams 
and Perform analysis are done based on Main Use Case diagram which is also a code generation 
goal) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Little's 
teaching with method of Coad in order provide the user with a software code generator 
framework based on the user's design diagram goal. 

Regarding independent claim 31, Coad teaches, in a graphical modeling environment, a 
medium holding computer- executable instructions for a method, comprising the steps of: 
displaying a user interface for prompting a user (i.e. "Display pattern options corresponding to 
selected element type" in FIG. 2 et seq. of Coad); and automatically changing parameters of the 
graphical model that are inconsistent with the code generation goals specified by the user (i.e. 
"Automatically ... to elements in pattern to pattern" in FIG. 15b et seq. of Coad). Coad does not 
teach generating code for a code generation goal, the at least one code generation goal being 
used to generate embedded code from the graphical model in a graphical modeling environment; 
Changing parameters of the graphical model that are inconsistent with the at least one code 
generation goal; 
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Little teaches generating code for a code generation goal, (see Little; col. 10, lines 25-55; 
The application model is a code generation goal) the at least one code generation goal being used 
to generate embedded code from the graphical model in a graphical modeling environment; (see 
Little; col. 10, lines 25-55) Changing parameters of the graphical model that are inconsistent 
with the at least one code generation goal;(see Little; col. 13, lines 40-55; The Class Diagrams 
and Perform analysis are done based on Main Use Case diagram which is also a code generation 
goal) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Little's 
teaching with method of Coad in order provide the user with a software code generator 
framework based on the user's design diagram goal. 

Regarding independent claim 32, Coad teaches, in a graphical modeling environment, a 
medium holding computer- executable instructions for a method, comprising the steps of: 
prompting a user to specify for the embedded code (i.e. "Display pattern options corresponding 
to selected element type" in FIG. 2 et seq. of Coad) and each embedded code is relating to a 
characteristic of code to be generated from the graphical interface, (see Coad; col. 10 "table 1" 
teach pattern is related a characteristic of the code). Coad fail to teach generating code for a 
code generation goal, the at least one code generation goal being used to generate embedded 
code from the graphical model in a graphical modeling environment; Changing parameters of the 
graphical model that are inconsistent with the at least one code generation goal; 

Little teaches generating code for a code generation goal, (see Little; col. 10, lines 25-55; 
The application model is a code generation goal) the at least one code generation goal being used 
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to generate embedded code from the graphical model in a graphical modeling environment; (see 
Little; col. 10, lines 25-55) Changing parameters of the graphical model that are inconsistent 
with the at least one code generation goal;(see Little; col. 13, lines 40-55; The Class Diagrams 
and Perform analysis are done based on Main Use Case diagram which is also a code generation 
goal) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Little's 
teaching with method of Coad in order provide the user with a software code generator 
framework based on the user's design diagram goal. 

Regarding independent claim 33, Coad teaches an apparatus comprising: at least one 
processor; a memory coupled to the at least one processor; and a computer program residing in 
the memory and being executed by the at least one processor, wherein the computer program 
includes a wizard for guiding a user through a .process for preparing a graphical model for a 
code generation process for creating code based on the graphical model (i.e. "Receive a selected 
element type" and "Display pattern options" in FIG. 2 et seq. of Coad) and each embedded code 
is relating to a characteristic of code to be generated from the graphical interface, (see Coad; col. 
10 "table 1" teach pattern is related a characteristic of the code). Coad does not teach at least one 
code generation goal specified by the user. 

Little teaches generating code for a code generation goal, (see Little; col. 10, lines 25-55; 
The application model is a code generation goal) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Little's 
teaching with method of Coad in order provide the user with a software code generator 
framework based on the user's design diagram goal. 
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Regarding dependent claim 37, Coad in combination with Little teaches the apparatus of 
claim 33, wherein the wizard prompts the user to select one or more conditions to be checked in 
the graphical model (i.e. see user selection of conditions in FIGS. 4-8 et seq. of Coad). 

Regarding dependent claim 38, Coad in combination with Little teaches the apparatus of 
claim 37, wherein the wizard identifies objects in the graphical model that do not comply with 
the selected conditions (i.e. compare steps 212-214 in FIG. 2 et seq. of Coad, defining special 
patterns for modifying objects). 

Regarding dependent claim 39, Coad in combination with Little teaches the apparatus of 
claim 37, wherein the wizard modifies objects in the graphical model that do not comply with the 
selected conditions (see Little; col. 14, lines 20-55). 

Regarding dependent claim 40, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method claim 
1, Little further teaches where in at least code generation goal is a target application code 
generation goal, (see Little; col. 10, lines 25-55; The application model is a code generation goal) 
which is from the from group consisting of: a target application code generation goal; a 
maximum efficiency code generation goal; an aspect of memory code generation goal; an auto- 
generated identifier code generation goal; a comment code generation goal; an interface code 
generation goal; a model combination code generation goal; and a hypertext markup language 
report code generation goal. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/73 1,548 Page 1 5 

Art Unit: 2174 

Claims 6 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Coad et 
al. ("Coati" US Patent No. 6,85 1 , 1 05) in view of Little ("Little" US Patent 7,047,5 1 8) further in 
view of Frid-Nielsen ("Frid-Nielsen" US Patent No. 5,339,433) 

Regarding dependent claim 6, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of 
claim 3, wherein the step of providing feedback to the user regarding the compliance of the 
graphical model with a selected condition comprises: Display non-comply with the selected 
condition (i.e. compare "Check variations for ... errors" in FIG. 15b et seq. of Coad with) 

They fail to teach displaying a hyperlink for linking the selected condition to an object of 
the graphical model. 

Frid-Nielsen teaches displaying a hyperlink for linking the selected condition to an object 
of the graphical model, (see. in FIG. 5 et seq. of Frid-Nielsen). 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Frid- 
Nielsen's teaching with method of Coad and Little in order provide the user with dynamic access 
to object graphical model. 

Regarding dependent claim 21, Coad in combination with Little teaches the method of 
claim 18, wherein the step of indicating to the user whether the graphical model complies an 
object of the graphical model that does not comply with the selected condition (i.e. compare 
"Check variations for ... errors" in FIG. 15b et seq. of Coad with links in FIG. 5 et seq. of Frid- 
Nielsen). 
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They fail to teach displaying a hyperlink for linking the selected condition to an object of 
the graphical model. 

Frid-Nielsen teaches displaying a hyperlink for linking the selected condition to an object 
of the graphical model, (see. in FIG. 5 et seq. of Frid-Nielsen). 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Frid- 
Nielsen's teaching with method of Coad and Little in order provide the user with dynamic access 
to object graphical model. 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed on 5/22/08 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant's argument focused on the following: 

A) Whether the combination of the Coad and Little teaches "at least one code generation 
goal being used to generate embedded code from the graphical model in a graphical modeling 
environment, the at least one code generation goal relating to a characteristic of the characteristic 
of code to be generated from the graphical model." 

A) The examiner does not agree for the following reasons: 
During patent examination, the pending claims must be "given >their< broadest 
reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification." > In re Hyatt, 211 F.3d 1367, 1372, 
54 USPQ2d 1664, 1667 (Fed. Cir. 2000). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
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specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van 
Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Applicant always has the opportunity to amend the claims during prosecution, and broad 
interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once issued, will be 
interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 415 F.2d 1393, 1404-05, 162USPQ 541, 
550-51 (CCPA 1969). 

In this case, the combination teaches this limitation because Coad teaches a code 
generation method that generated embedded code for graphical environment, (see Coad, see 
Coad; col. 10 "table 1" teach pattern is related a characteristic of the code) where user can select 
these embedded code based on the characteristics of the these code; (see Coad; col. 10 "table 1" 
teach pattern is related a characteristic of the code such as security "read-only", state based 
behaviors, etc) and Little allows a user to create graphical models to according to his/her 
requirement specifications / implementation goals and to implement them through code 
generation program, (see Little, col. 13, lines 40-55; see Little, col. 15, lines 55 - col. 16, lines 
54) Therefore, the combination teaches the "at least one code generation goal being used to 
generate embedded code from the graphical model in a graphical modeling environment, the at 
least one code generation goal relating to a characteristic of the characteristic of code to be 
generated from the graphical model." 

B) Whether the combination teaches "prompting a user to specify at least one code 
generation goal from a plurality of code generation goals." 
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B) In this case, the combination teaches this limitation because Coad allows user to select 
a embedded code from a plurality of embedded code, (i.e. "Display pattern options 
corresponding to selected element type" in FIG. 2 et seq. of Coad) where each embedded has its 
own character; (see Coad, see Coad; col. 10 "table 1" teach pattern is related a characteristic of 
the code) and Little allows its user to design, select, and implement his/her specification 
requirement/ or implementation goals, (see Little, col. 13, lines 40-55; see Little, col. 15, lines 
55 - col. 16, lines 54) Therefore the combination teaches "prompting a user to specify at least 
one code generation goal from a plurality of code generation goals." 

C) Whether the combination teaches "generating embedded code in accordance with the 
at least one code generation goal." 

C) Little teaches this limitation because it Little allows a user to create graphical models 
to according to his/her requirement specifications / implementation goals and to implement them 
through code generation program, (see Little, col. 13, lines 40-55; see Little, col. 15, lines 55 - 
col. 16, lines 54) 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
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CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

The following patents are cited to further show the state of the art with respect to 
automatic software production system: 

Iborra et al. 2007/0168907: discloses a automatic software production system. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to SIMON KE whose telephone number is (571)272-4062. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-Th and Alternate Fridays 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on (571) 272-3923. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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